


explicitly, understands that to be loved by one parent the child must turn against the other
parent.* The most severe methods of programming occur when the programmer instills distrust,
fear or the belief that a parent is unable to properly care for the child by initiating judgmental,
opinionated and negative comments or physical inspection and derogatory interrogation once the
child returns to the custodial parent.” The child then interprets anything associated with the target
parent as “wrong” or “unsafe”.®

Physical punishment may be added to this psychodramatic interplay if the child fails to comply
with the programmer.” Any form of programming may be used alone, or in conjunction with the
other techniques, including the ultimate detachment — kidnapping. The programmer may
experience a backlash effect if the child is able to realize that the programmer has made specific
attempts to intentionally and systematically sever the child’s relationship with the target parent.®
While practitioners are told of such a reaction, it is seldom seen; and when experienced, it comes
after years of abuse — at an untold cost of emotional destruction to the child. Even when
practitioners admonish their clients not to engage in such destructive behavior, practitioners
frequently lament their clients’ failure to follow attorney advice. A child who has not been
successfully brainwashed frequently harbors anger and resentment toward both parents.’ The
child expresses anger 0 6.96 hp. brainwasrre foe behaviif the chilo core whhodt ih destructily
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sleep disorders, eating disorders, academic problems or radical fluctuations in academics,
enuresis, confusion, daydreaming, drug abuse and other self-destructive behaviors, peer group
problems, obsessive-compulsive behavior, motor tension, anxiety, psychosomatic disorders,
damaged sexual identity, desire to live with neither parent, rescuer role, excessive guilt, and the
desire to, or a retreat into fantasy.









exercising custody at the time of the child’s removal or Tad consented to, or acquiesced in, the
child’s removal.*®



a parent’s relationship with his/her child is a constitutionally protected right, although not
expressly set forth in the constitution, drawn from the “liberty” protected by the Due Process
Clause of the Fifth Amendment.®® In order u6 ptSltedunrder hif thory,f thedefmenaent’
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